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ABSTRACT 



l^^.sfNii eh in fjpoe: i a 1 (^( liu :m L i < 'i i pl/u.-cNiuml c:c>nr; i M cti U y inciicaLes 
a pi epoiuie ranee r)f: ma.len in t.he.se c;.lansnn. A niiinbar o£ 

invecl: iyaLors have suggeslieci l.hal: cji.rlr3 in specia l education 
classes are more disabled than boys, and that boys in special 
education evidence more behavioral difficulties. The present study 
was donlyiied to determine v/hetlier WISC-R subtest pattern's employing 
Kauriiian's classification sysl:em differ between males and feinales, 
to clarify whether females in special education are more 
significantly impaired than males, and whether males exhibit more 
behavior problems. VJe examined I hese questi.ons in a groiip of 330 
male and female certified special education children wlio we 
compared on Kaufman's th-ree factors of the vnsC-R. A sigin f icant 
Sex X liocale X Factor type intieraction was found indicating 
significantly lower Verbal Compreliens ion scores than males. No 
significant differences on the other two factors emerged. The 
findings are discussed in light of the researcli on attitudes and 
expocl nl" i.ons toward male and [(^n.ile r>tudonts. 
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Tho accnrnl:e i cln^nl: i f i cn 1. 1 on of c;li i. 1 d ron ar? bo i nq oliqihlo to 
t CM » i ;:pr M ; i M 1 ( liK :n I i < >M sr; i v i < ; in moi I han nii ;ic irulrjin ic 

exorcrine, F^ecieral law and regulation (ElIA, 19 75; IDEA, 1991) as 
we] 1. as state Laws and regulations detail the deCini.Lions of 
various educationally disabling classifications which render 
children eligible to receive special education services. 
Regardless oC the educationally disabling condition we might wish 
to idontify and discuss, an unquestioned foundation of both federal 
and state statutes is that I he definitions are consistently 
applied. For example, there is no doubt that the intent of federal 
law v;as to establish a stanriard of: practice t.hat. would eliminate, 
or at least reduce, disparities in the classification of children 
of different racial /et;hnic groups as eligil)ie for special 
education. (Jon I s ide r able material has t-jeen published on the issue 
of racial disparities in special education placements, some of 
which was motivated by federal lawsuits that successfully 
challenged the validity of psychological testing in the 
classification process of minority children (e.g., Larry P, v. 
Riles, 1979) . There is another area where disparities exist and 
are well known, hov/ever, but which has received far less attention 
in I he p^^ycho I og i ca 1 literal. uio: fjcx bla.s in f^pocial education 
placement , 

The predt^m Inance of male children in special education 
liteiatuie is well documented (Ashurst & Meyers, 1973; heinhardt, 
5J(jow<ild I* '/ligiii'^nd, 19B?; [^m c:oi , 1971). ('uricMit <^Mtim.il.eM of the 
{)r(»poil ion of ma I 1 c) frMua h» slud^Mils r.ucjgc^.sl s 1 hal. I hei are three 
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ii\al.(?r> l.o every one female in r^pccrinl ecUu.'nlion clannen (CMar.i.zio & 
Phi I I i r-'? , MUU) ; I'. 1 .-I I ( w i I n.i i 1 r .y , ! <MU» ; iTi ( • h; u ( 1 r :f )n , K;il Kc^ 1 1 er , 

19^6). The ovei;- repi esenLai; i on c.)f: iimles placed .in special 
educaliiou has been found across all types ol exceptionality; 
educable mentally retarded (Mercer, 1973; Prillaman, 1975; 
Richardson et al., 198.6), learning disabled (Leinhardt et al., 
1982; Reynold.^, 1985) and emotionally handicapped (Ashurst & 
Meyers , 1973 ) . 

A number of studies have suggested that girls in special 
educaLion classes are slower and more disabled than boys (Mercer, 
1973; Owen, 1978). Leinhardt and her colleagues (1982) Touncl that 
smaller levels of deviance were required to place or retain a male 
student: in learning disability classes than a female student. 
Richai.dson and colleagues (1986) found that although "Intellectual 
retardation" (as determined by sl.andardized TQ scores) was equally 
prevalent among males and females, males were overrepresented in 
educable mentally retarded (RMR) classes. Females who had placed 
IsMR clar.ses wcje significantly moi e retarded than tlieir male peers. 
Other researchers found that although non-educational factors sucli 
as gender did not appear to bn a major consideration in special 
educatioT) placreinent. , Lhey did find evidence that r.^ex differences 
related to reason for referral may have })een a factor in the 
initial referrals. (Clarizio Phillips, 1982). Boys were often 
referred for behavioral problems v;hiie girls were more often 
re f e r red for a ( 'adorn i <1 1 f f i c mi 1 I i ( . 

One pc^ssiblt! (ixpl anal i (M1 for I he cU^sei vod cli^Feiences in 
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cjoiviiM (ilfU'.i ibul.ioiis in npoc i a 1 (^dncnl ioti clannor', I i (^r, in at l j Ludes 
, II H I ( ' f )(^c M. . 1 1, i ( >Mf 5 M 1.1 1. I on( : I H M I w > I < I ( < > i m. i I f j . n n 1 I < :iu.i I f :j f M. iidon L 3 . 
(5rec](^) y (1977) f.cnmd I lial: l f^adior 51 , cjivoii i 'lenl. i c;a .1 i n f:c:)rinaL ion 
aboiiL a clnltl'n academic and b^Wiaviotal probl.enis, are more likely 
Lo refoj; boys Lhan girls for special education p] acenieiil. . It has 
been <^emotisl:ral.-.ed l.hal. boyo are <jive!i a higher reCerral priority 
than gills, given identical problnms (Schlosser A.l.gozzine, 1980) . 
Mercor (J 97 3) Guggr^sted tliat echicrdois may liavo liigliei* cxf^ocl.at ions 
for boyn and I huo f;et liiglier sl:andard5.; for boyn than girls. Lov/er 
ab.i 1 i I y levels may be more easily tolerated in females t.han males 
(K ialr)vil f< Railey, 1 ORrO . Hoy;-; .ire also more f i p km 1 1 1 y peic:eived 
as exhibiting boliavlor"al di.sord-^ts (Kelly, Bu 1 1 oc:k , & Dykes, ] 977), 
and poor schoc)l behavior- is commonly associate<.l vnth special 
education placement in average lO chi.ldren (Rnbin, Krus, & Balow, 
1973). Roys Iherefore, may be moie fieqnently referred and placed 
in special edncation because of <lisi. uptive social behavior. 

'I'aken logetlier, Iwo fac:! ors seem lo cc uil- ]■ i but p to the 
ove I represent at i on of males in special education. One factor is 
that girls may not be referred l.o special. educal:ion luiless they are 
very s i gu i f i cant 1 y hand i <':appe<l . 'I'h is, t here fen. e , gene ra t es the 
hypoMu^sis thai gills in .'-pc^c'ial Ciducation will be more 
Intel 1 <^ctua 1 1 y impaired oi lownr functioning than bc^ys . The second 
fac'toL suggests that boys may b(i mcne frecjuenl ly identified as 
hand i ^:appeci becaur^e c^f disi uptive soci<il b(^havi(^r lat.her than 
b<M Mu s« • • > 1 a' "ad* III i < • n""d • u i nl c II ' l im I i m| ^a i i m< - nl . 'i'h i s i c^su 1 I s 
in I h^^ hy[)olh(isis I liat bMys in sp(M'i<il fducal ion not bf^ be less 
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acn(lc>m i c-;H 1 y oj i ill e ! I ocLun 1 1 y inif^nirrjd L lian cj i i 1 ; hov/nvot-^ bo^s 
slwMil-l ' ' V i < I' • n« '( ^ moir> I w ^ 1. 1 v i t » i ;i I | » i ( )h I ( mm; : . 

Tho present- rif.ndy wns dor; i cjnod to f:urt:lier llio .small body of 
reneaic'li on 5>ex di f l:or encefj in .S£-)ecial educaLJ.on [)laceinenl: and to 
claiify v/heLlier females Ln special. educat:ion possess different 
intellectual profiles l:han males. v;e also studied whether males 
ev i de nc'o more l)ehav i oi''a 1 prol)leiits, as inferrcc' fi'om their p<\t tern 
of scru or> on t.he V/ISC and fiom the i.easons I hoy were initially 
referi'^d for a iimlti disci pi i nai y evaluat.ion. 

V/e studied a random sample of inner-city cdrildren (primarily 
learninci di.sabled) who v;nro plncr^d in special odncat:ion on Full 
Scale, Verbal and Performance JQ scores and on Kaufman's three 
f acLc:)i s of the Wechsler Tut o 1.1 i (j( Mice Hca le for Children - Revised 
(WISCR) , Verbal Comprehension, Perceptual Organization and Freedom 
from Distract ibi 1 ity, also t.efeiied lo as Factor 3. 'I'he students 
v;ere also compared on the leasons Lhey were referred for 
evalnal ion, aradnnic: leasonn cu' bfMiavirjral ioar;f^i\s. VJe. solocMod an 
urban sampJe becaiise of the great or 1 ikeJ ihood that many children 
would be referred for behavjoral i.easons than in suburban or rural 
scliol disl:iicLs. Seveial hypol lu^.ses wore tested in this st:udy. 
F i 1 551 , wo fU'f^d i c:t Of] that males W( )U I d l>o lewfoirrMl mo i o oft. on for 
beha V i ora 1 i easons . Second , v/e pi. ed let ed that f ema 1 es v/ou Id score 
lov;er than males on Full Scale IQ. 'fhird, we predicted Idiat females 
would have diffniont c-(^cjnil ive piofi les than ma 1 f^s on Kaufman's 
(:on';»;pt ua 1 i /.a I i(>ii ol V/!:.K' R faflois. V^e fjrcdiclcd thai nix t.he 
Vcnbil i >mpi r?h' MiM i f Ml fafM.rir, v^hioh relilos iiu^U diicn-l ly \ o jicdiool 
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per ((^Muniu'o (rvnulinan, 1979; Snow, C'oluMi, Ilf^lluunn, ]9H5), males 
will h.] vc li I < |lwM f\i'Au f^r> , hut cmi I I** i rv^ch )m f i ocm I) i f il i ru M i h i li Ly 

Cact.or, whi.ch re, I alios mosl: divocl. aiixinliy, L^cliavioral 

di r f: i.cni 1 1: i e53 , and nL Lent: ion - ooncoiiL ta l: i on def:.ic.il:n (Kavifnian, 1979; 
Siiov; ot: al., 1985), inalei^ would have lov/er ^scores, i.e., we 
antic ipaiied l.o observe a Sex X KauCman CacLor type inlieract ion . 

Method 

The school records oi: 330 children spanning grades 2-0 Crom a 
large uiban school di strict:, we) e levj.ewed. Of. the 330 students, 
115 were luale. All oC the children had been certified Cor special 
educnl.ion services, primarily nr? learning disabled, and had been 
administered the WrSC-R intelligence test as part of: their initial 
eval ual: ion . None of: the pupils v;an clasiEied a^? luentally retarded. 
The 330 urba\i special education students were part of: a larger 
sample ol: 750 students who v/ere randomly sampled by the 
investigator (JG) as part of a study oE evaluation practices in the 
urban distiict (Gottlieb, 1905). 

Tliroe factor scores from the KauCman scoring system (Verbal 
Comprehension, Perceptual Organization, And Freedom from 
Dist ract ibi. 1 i t y ) were derived from sub-scale scores for each 
subjoc:t. 'i*he Veibal. Comprchoin; i on Cactor is comprised of 
Information, S im 1 i ai i t i es , Vocabulary and Comprehension; the 
Perceptual Organizalion factor is comprised of every Performance 
subtest except cociing, and I. he Freedom from Hi stract ibil I ty is 
Cf.Mnpi i fu^l of Ai i I hn\r?l: i c: , Piciil r.jKin and C^)diug. 
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In order lo vali.tlnUo Lhn fuonenl: f3al:a v/iLh past: rindings we 
ecu h1u( M I a mull iv.n inl.i^ analysl:: (^\ Vritiancf^ wilh r^nx and l.ocaie 
serving as independenl: vaiiablo^j and Kaufiaian'n l.hree CacLoi scores 
as Lhe depenciciil: vai.iabl.es. VU^, v/^re priuiari.iy inLeresLed in this 
analysis in Lhe main effecl.-.s, Ijoldi of v;hich were sl:at i si. ical ly 
significant:.. Wilks' I.ambda for Sex was .94 {df = 3,].70, p<.02), and 
VJilkr;' bambda for r,oca.le v;as .n[> (df-:3, 170, p<.001). The Sex X 
boca I o i.nl.ei act: Ion was not: significanL in Lhis analysis. 
InspecUi.on of l:he means and slandarcl deviaLions which appear in 
Table 1 indicaLe Lhal: boys score higher t:han girls and Lhat 
siibniban .si ndr^nl s sc:oi e hiqlier than ni.ban sludoni.s. Hol.h finditigs 
were as predicted and serve Lo validate Lhe presenL daLa set with 
previous Cindinys. 

We were also InLeresLed in deLei mining wheLher Lhe paLLern, or 
profi.l'^, of abiliLies differ ii^l.ween Lhe sexes and bcLween urban 
and suburban sLudenLs. A Mnl L ivai- i ate profile analysis of variance 
was conducLed Lo examine differences between male and female 
sLudcnLs in Lhe urban and suburban school disLricLs on three 
Kaufman factor scores. Two significanL findings emerged from the 
analv'^i^^. i sL , Ihcie was a significant effecL for Lhe Constant 

in Lhe oc^ual.ion, indicaLinq significrant d i f fo reru:or; among Lhe Lhree 
Kaufman facLors actoss all sLudonl:s. The overall mean for the 
Verbal Comprehension factor (8.17) v;as significantly lower than for 
the E'err-r^ptua 1 Organization faciei] (0.29), and Lhe overall mean for 
t.lvj Iciltci was s i gn i r 1 cant 1 y higluM 1 h-ui I ho iiu^an for Lhe Freedom 
from 1) i St lacl i b i 1 i Ly facLc^jr (0.27). Second, and more imporLanLly 
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fioin pLGsoiil: pcM. r,pcc:lJ vo , a n i cjn i f i ca tU: Bay. X l.ocala X Kaufman 

(acMoi :;(:()] o i nl.(M i cm» cMi'McjfMl I i ( >m \ MnalysiM {\'}\\kr,' Lambda 

^ -^^"l. G,3'12, p .01). Pignio I i 1 I ust; r al.es I he nal:uro of Llie 

i iil.eracl' i oil . In Lho luban disliicL l:here were no d i f f. o j: ences on 
FacLci 3 scorers beLween l)oys and cjirl.s, hwt boys v/ere higher tlian 
girls o\\ bot:h Verbal Comprehends ion and PercepLual Organization 
fact.oj.s. In l.he 5.iuburban di sti. i < iL boys were higher t.han girls on 
Verbal Comprehension and Pejrcepl.ua I Organization, but girls were 
higher on Factor 3. Additional data on this point appear in Table 
1 . 

Eliscusr5_ion 

Tlie results of this study support the first major hypothesis, 
whicli predicted that girls who wore placed in special education 
Classen wcnild ol;tain significantly lower scores on the Verbal 
Comprehension factor, compaiod to boys. 11iis factor relates most 
specifically to school performance ( Kaufman , 1979 ; Snow et al., 
1985) , suggesting that girls who are placed in special education 
are significantly \\\ore impaired academically than boys. As such, 
the present study supports both Owen's (1070) and lieinhardt and lier 
col leagues' (19B2) findings that girls in special education (lasses 
are lowei. fnnctionir\g tiian i^oyr; in 5;imi.lar f:laf;.ser;. 'I'he inferior 
ability cjf girls, however, was not evident across the entire 
spectiuiii of sub- tests, but was confined to the verbal domain. Tlie 
lack oC significant overall differences in profiles between boys 
and qii is (mi I lie I'tm rropl u<i 1 Orc^^n i 7.al i (^n fad oi and nw I ho l^i eedom 
from ni stract ibi 1 i ty factor was evident by the absence of a 
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siynil i<'ani r.ci>: innii\ eHfecl-. f:c)L- [Mofile d i f f o rcnc:o5; , 'V\\\n does not 
iiuply I lull. Ihc overall IQ .scoicv-; oi; bc:iy.s nn<l <.j i r 1 n in 5;})ecial 
educalioii do iiol: c^jfCor*, They do as v;o indicat od ahovo. 

The second major hypoU lies in , predicting tdial: boys in special 
education classes would evidence more behavioral dlECiculties than 
gills, as reflected in lower scores on the Freedom Eorm 
DistracM. ibi l.i ty factor, was not supported. Previous research 
studies (Orop'hy, Good, 1970; KelJy et al . , 1977) have suggested 
that boys receive more management and negative contacts with 
teachers than giils do, and tbierefore may be referred for special 
educal ion on the basis of behavioral difficulties. These findings 
were not sv.ipported in the present study when Freedom from 
01 si rac:l. 1 b i 1 i I y v;af; infcMod 1:0 lefloct behavioral difficulties. 

One obviovis possible explanation for the failvire of the data 
to support the hypothesis is I. hat Freedom from Dis t ract i bi 1 ity 
factor was not sufficiently sensitive to pick up classroom 
beh.avioial difficulties, and Iherefore may not have been an 
adequate measure of behavioral problems. This explanation is 
supported by an examination of the reasons offered by general 
educ:ation classroom I eachors for referring pupils t.o special 
educal. ion in I he uLban and suburban districl s from which the 
present data were crollecrted. In I he urban di strict, bS% of the 
sample was referred exclusively for academic problems, whereas the 
corresponding data in the subvirban district was 0 3%. Similarly, 10% 
of Iho pupils in I lu^ uiban <li5;liif:t worn infoMTvl c^xc I ur; i vol y for 
bohavioi-al reasc^ns, while only ^% of Ibe sul:)uil)an pupils were 
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roCei J.od for poor behavior. AddlLronaJ. TeseaTcli wiuh nfoGcial 
(Mliical. ion | m )pu 1 n I: i onr; may l><^ ifvpuMvl lo (loi.oimino v/liollior, i.n 
facL, I'reedom from Di st'.ract: ih i I i l:y is a pre(lic:t:or of r^chooi 
behavior problems Cor Lhis group o£ sLiidents. 

The profile main effect for Locale, yielding a Wilks' Lambda 
of -97 and a corresponding probabiliLy level < .06, coupled with 
Lho yn.i r i canl: main efCecL for Locale reported earlier illusLrates 
l:hn noocl lo nonrndor iiho i m[)orl:anci^ (lor;c:r.i b i ng and ropoiLJng r^ocio- 
economic backgrounds and school, environments when offering 
conclusions based on research with special edijcatioii samples. 
Findings based upon rc;.seaif:h (:oiidiu:ted .in siibutban areas, and 
presumably rural areas as well, niay not generalize to urban school 
systems. Although this point may be intuitively obvious, it is 
oft Ml overlooked in discussions of research implications, 
especially as they pertain to special education. Inspection of the 
data in Table 1 indicates that there is close to a full standard 
deviation difference in full -scale TO between urban and suburban 
students placed in special education programs. 

In conclusion, although the predominance of males in special 
educal ion c^lasses has been explained nw biological tirounds such as 
slower i iU:e 1 1 ec tua I and physical development and greater 
vulnerability to biological stress in male children (see Rme , 1979 
for a comprehensive review of the literature), the present study 
sugge.<^its an additional expl anat i (^p. . The finding that girls in 
Sfiecial rchujal i (Ml clar.sor^. .we iiioie i nto I ] eel ua 1 1 y impairec] than 
boys in 1 liose class(^»s may at i '^ast [)ai I ially acccnmt for the 
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over. ) osenLal Ion oE malen in Lhos^e cla.snen. TiOsnGr levels of 
acndomic or i iiLc^ I 1 (M.M.Uri I i nipa i r inr^ii I: may l)r-^ Tocjuirnd lo place boys 
in 5?pocial educaLion classe.s, Guygcs^ing that ed\ical:ors may have a 
higher expecLaLion for boys, and l.hus set: higher Gt:andards for boys 
than for girls. Lower functioning in girls may be more easily 
*to]erat:ed by regular classroom teacliers . 
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